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SHEDD, Circuit Judge:

Robert Sanders, a Maryl and attorney, filed suit agai nst d sman,
Ganos & Mueller (“OGM), a Mchigan law firm claimng entitlenment
to a share of attorneys fees recovered by OGM for representing
clients in three separate personal injury cases -- the Anbrose,
G eer, and Holtquist cases. The district court granted sunmary
judgnment in favor of OGMon Sanders’ claimfor attorneys fees in the
Greer and Hol tqui st cases. After the jury awarded Sanders $300, 000
for the reasonabl e val ue of the services he rendered in the Anbrose
case, the district court granted OGMs notion for judgnent as a
matter of | aw on the i ssue of damages and reduced Sanders’ award to
$1. For the foll owi ng reasons, we reverse the grant of judgnent as
a matter of law in favor of OGMin the Anbrose case, reverse the
grant of summary judgnent in favor of OGMin the Geer and Hol t qui st
cases on Sanders’ breach of contract clains, and affirmthe grant
of summary judgnent in the Greer and Holtqui st cases on Sanders’

guantum neruit and unjust enrichnent clains.

l.
Because we are reviewi ng a grant of judgnent as a matter of | aw
and summary judgnent, we view the evidence in the light nost

favorable to Sanders. See Anderson v. G D.C., Inc., 281 F.3d 452,

457 (4th Cr. 2002) (judgnent as a matter of law); WIllians V.

Staples, Inc., 372 F. 3d 662, 667 (4th Cr. 2004) (sunmmary judgnent).

In 1995, Sanders’ young daughter was killed in a |owinpact
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aut onobi | e col |ision. Sanders clains that his daughter’s death
resulted fromthe deploynment of the air bag in his Chrysler mnivan
rather than from the force of the collision. Soon after his
daughter’s tragi c death, Sanders hel ped forma public interest group
to | obby Congress to require air bag warnings in vehicles and to
strengt hen federal air bag performance requirenents.

Sanders also retained Wlfgang Mieller, a fornmer Chrysler
engi neer and an associate at OGM to file a products liability
| awsuit agai nst Chrysler.? Al t hough Mueller was a young | awer
who had never handl ed an air bag case, Sanders |iked his technical
background and aggressi veness. Mieller agreed to allow Sanders to
participate in preparing the case for trial.

As a result of Sanders’ involvenent with his |obbying group,
he came into contact wth several fam lies across the nation whose
children had been killed or injured in accidents involving air bag
depl oynent s. If the famlies inquired about filing a |awsuit,
Sanders referred themto Muell er. Sanders first recommended Muel | er
to Richard Kapl an, whose son suffered an eye injury froman air bag
depl oynment. Al though Sanders did not request any fee, Mieller wote
aletter to Sanders offering to pay himone-third of any attorney’s
fees recovered, which Mieller represented to be the typical

arrangenment in Mchigan. Kaplan’s son recovered fromhis injury,

!Sanders al so sued Mueller in this action. The district court
dism ssed all clainms against Mieller, and Sanders does not
chal | enge that ruling.



and the case was not prosecuted. Sanders thereafter recommended
Muel ler to several other famlies, including the Anbroses from
Tennessee and the Geers fromldaho. The Anbroses were originally
represented by a law firm in Nashville, Tennessee. Sanders
introduced Mieller to the Nashville firm and ultimately the
Nashville firmretained OGM as co-counsel in the Anbrose case. As
agreed between these two firms, OGM would receive 55% and the
Nashville firmwoul d recei ve 45%of attorneys fees recovered in the
Anbrose suit. The G eers were not represented by | ocal counsel, so
they directly retained Mieller of OGM After the Anbroses and the
G eers retained Mieller, Mieller confirnmed that Sanders would be
allowed to performlegal work on these two cases and woul d receive
the sane one-third share of OGM s fees that Miell er had prom sed in
t he Kapl an case.

In April 1997, Mueller and Jules A sman, the sol e sharehol der
of OGV proposed to nodify their fee-sharing arrangenent wth
Sanders. OGMexpl ained that it did not want to have a strai ght one-
third fee agreenent wth Sanders in the Anbrose case because it
woul d not be financially feasible in light of its other fee-sharing
agreenent with the Nashville firm OGM instead proposed that
Sanders’ fee in the Anbrose case woul d be based on the “totality of
t he circunstances,” incl udi ng how much wor k Sanders performed in the
case, his role in referring the client to OGM how nuch of the
litigation expenses he paid, and several other factors. Depending
on how t hese factors wei ghed, Sanders could receive | ess than one-
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third or nore than one-third of OGMs fee. By contrast, in cases
such as Greer, where OGMwas not retained by | ocal counsel, Sanders’
fee would remain the standard one-third. Moreover, OGMwoul d al | ow
Sanders to performlegal work on all the cases.

After agreeing to this nodification, Sanders recomrended
Mueller to the Holtquists, a Mnnesota fam |y whose child had di ed
in an air bag accident. Mieller again confirned that Sanders woul d
be allowed to participate in the legal wrk on the case and would
receive one-third of the fees recovered by OGM

The Anbrose case in Nashville was the first case schedul ed for
trial. Al the attorneys representing the Anbroses agree that the
case was hotly disputed and extraordinarily time-consumng. In the
two years leading up to trial in Tennessee state court, the |ead
partner in the Nashville firm spent half her time working on the
Anbr ose case. Muel | er took nearly sixty depositions across the
nation. Sanders discussed with Mieller the possibility of preparing
a notion for partial summary judgnent on the issue of liability.
Muel | er enthusiastically agreed with this strategy and sent Sanders
several boxes of technical docunents and deposition transcripts.
Sanders spent half of his work days for the next six nonths
revi ewi ng and anal yzi ng the techni cal background i nformation on air
bags that Muieller had sent and that he had discovered in his own
research. For the following three nonths he worked full-tine
drafting alnost fifty versions of the partial summary judgnent
notion. During this period, Sanders worked closely with Mieller,
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talking with hi mby tel ephone at | east once every day. Sanders sent
at least three drafts of the notion to Mieller for review and
comment. The final notion advanced several technical argunents and
was acconpani ed by nearly 1,000 pages of supporting docunentation.
Shortly before the scheduled trial, Mieller filed the Sanders noti on
on behal f of the Anbroses. Although the Tennessee court denied the
noti on, Mieller considered the notion to be worthwhile. Sanders
al so prepared several other pretrial notions to exclude certain
defense evidence at trial as well as other filings to ensure
adm ssion of evidence hel pful to the Anbroses. Furt her, Sanders
travel ed to Tennessee to attend and critique a nock trial. As the
trial date neared, Mieller also asked Sanders to nake plans to
attend the trial to lend his expertise and counsel. Sander s
calculated that he worked a total of nearly 1,500 hours on the
Anbrose case. The vast majority of that tinme was spent researching
and drafting the notion for partial summary judgnent.

Four days before trial and soon after the notion for parti al
summary j udgnment was deni ed, the Anbrose case settled. OGM and the
Nashville firm recovered nore than $1 million in attorneys fees,
with OGM receiving nore than $550,000 and the Nashville firm
recei ving nore than $450, 000.

Sanders requested fromOGM hi s share of the attorneys fees that
OGM recovered. O snman refused to pay Sanders any anount that could
be considered a referral fee. I nstead, O sman asked Sanders to

verify how nmuch tinme he expended on the case. A sman assured
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Sanders that, once O sman determ ned t he amount of the fee for “the
wor k and techni cal assi stance” Sanders perforned, Sanders would find
the anobunt “to be significant and appropriate.”

Al though it had no fee-sharing agreenent with Sanders, the
Nashville law firm paid Sanders $20, 000. Sanders clainms this
paynment was a gift fromthe Nashville firmin appreciation for his
val uabl e work on the case.

In October 1998, OGM and Sanders reached an inpasse on the
amount of fees Sanders should receive in the Anbrose case. J sman
di savowed any agreenent to pay Sanders any fee in the Geer and
Hol t qui st cases and inforned Sanders that he would not be all owed
to performany | egal work on those pendi ng cases. More than a year
| ater, the Greer and Holtquist cases settled, and OGM recovered

attorneys fees in both cases.

.

Sanders filed this | awsuit agai nst OGM seeki ng recovery of his
share of attorneys fees in the Anbrose, Geer, and Hol tquist cases
on several different theories, including breach of contract, quantum
meruit, and unjust enrichnent. The district court granted summary
judgnment in favor of OGMon Sanders’ claimfor attorneys fees in the
Greer and Holtquist cases. As for the breach of contract clains,
the court ruled that the fee-sharing agreenent between Sanders and

OGM viol ates two provisions of Rule 1.5(e) of the Maryl and Lawyers



Rul es of Professional Conduct (M.RPC) because (1) Sanders failed to
notify the Geers and the Holtquists that he would be perform ng
| egal work on their cases; and (2) Sanders’ work on those cases was
not proportionate to the one-third fee that he would recei ve under
the fee-sharing agreenent. The district court further found that
OGM was entitled to the protection of a Maryl and equitabl e def ense
to the contract clainms. Accordingly, the district court declared
the fee-sharing agreenment between OGM and Sanders unethical and
unenforceable. The district court also ruled that Sanders’ quantum
meruit and unjust enrichment clains fail ed because Sanders di d not
performany work on the Greer and Hol t qui st cases.

Sanders’ claimfor fees in the Anbrose case was tried to a jury
on two alternative theories, breach of contract and quantummneruit.
The district court instructed the jury to award Sanders “the fair
val ue of the services rendered” by him The jury awarded Sanders
$300,000. OGM filed a post-trial motion for judgnent as a natter
of | aw Al though the district court concluded that Sanders had
presented sufficient evidence to prevail on the issue of liability,
It granted OGM s notion as to danages, concl udi ng that Sanders had
failed to present “evidence from which a reasonable jury could
determ ne with any reasonabl e degree of certainty the fair val ue of
his services in any anount in excess of” the $20,000 the Nashville

law firm had already paid to Sanders. Based on its ruling that



Sanders proved liability but not damages, the district court awarded

Sanders nomi nal damages of $1. This appeal followed.

[l
In a diversity action, state |aw of the forum court governs
substantive issues, and federal |aw governs procedural issues

D xon v. Edwards, 290 F.3d 699, 710 (4th G r. 2002). Accordingly,

we apply the law of Maryl and to determ ne the substantive issues in
thi s appeal .
W review the district court’s grant of judgnment as a nmatter

of |l aw de novo. Corti v. Storage Tech. Corp., 304 F.3d 336, 341

(4th Gir. 2002). 1In conducting our review, we viewthe evidence and
the reasonable inferences drawn therefrom in the |I|ight nost

favorable to the nonnoving party. GD.C., Inc., 281 F.3d at 457

Judgnent as a matter of law is appropriate only when “there is no
|l egally sufficient evidentiary basis for a reasonable jury to find
for that party on that issue.” Fed. R Cv. P. 50(a).

We al so review de novo the district court's grant of summary

j udgnment . Staples, Inc., 372 F.3d at 667. “I'n reviewi ng the

evi dence, the court nust draw all reasonable inferences in favor of
t he nonnoving party and may not make credibility determ nations or
wei gh the evidence.” |[d. Summary judgnent is appropriate only

when there i s no genuine i ssue of material fact and the noving party



Is entitled to judgnent as a matter of law. Edell & Assocs. v. Law

Ofices of Peter G Angel os, 264 F.3d 424, 436 (4th Cr. 2001).

I V.

We first address the district court’s grant of judgnent as a
matter of law in favor of OGM on Sanders’ claimfor attorneys fees
in the Anbrose case. Because OGM has not cross-appealed the
judgnment for Sanders as to liability, the only issue before us is
whet her, under either a breach of contract or quantummeruit theory,
there is a legally sufficient evidentiary basis for the jury's
conclusion that Sanders is entitled to $300,000 in fees.

Under Maryl and | aw, recovery in quantumneruit? is based on the
anount that the parties intended as the contract price or, if that
anount is not expressed, “the fair nmarket value of the plaintiff's

services.” Mogavero v. Silverstein, 790 A 2d 43, 53 (Ml. C. Spec.

App. 2002); see also Houston v. Monunental Radio, Inc., 148 A 536,

543 (Md. 1930) (noting that wunder an inplied-in-fact contract

2Under Maryland law, a quantum neruit claim based on an
inplied-in-fact contract is an alternative to recovery based on
breach of an express contract. See Alternatives Unlimted, Inc. v.
New Baltinore Gty Bd. of Sch. Commirs, 843 A 2d 252, 295 (Md. O
Spec. App. 2004). We choose to base our opinion on Sanders’ quantum
meruit cause of action because we question whether the parties
agreenent to share fees based on the “totality of the
circunstances” is sufficiently definite to be an enforceable
express contract under Maryland |law. See Peoples Drug Stores v.
Fenton Realty Corp., 62 A 2d 273, 276 (M. 1948). Because we
conclude that the jury verdict can be sustained under quantum
nmeruit, we need not decide the breach of contract issue.
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appellant was entitled to the "reasonable worth of [his]
services”).® Moreover, when a plaintiff is enployed to perform
specified work, he is entitled to recover in quantum neruit the
value of his tine and effort without reference to the benefit or
advant age actually conferred on the defendant. Mygavero, 790 A 2d
at 53.

The parties do not dispute that the total attorneys fees of
nore than $1 million is a reasonable fee award i n the Anbrose case.
The district court informed the jury of this anmount, and the jury
was never instructed that it could question the reasonabl eness of
these fees. In essence, the jury was instructed to consider this
total fee as the reasonabl e value for the anount of time and effort
expended by all of the attorneys who perforned | egal work on behal f
of the Anbroses. The question in this case thus beconmes what is the
fair market value of Sanders’ tine and effort conpared to the tine

and effort of all the other attorneys who represented the Anbroses.

SMaryl and | aw distingui shes between two types of quantum
meruit clainms, one based on an inplied-in-fact contract (usually
desi gnated as quantumneruit) and the ot her based on an i nplied-in-
| aw contract (usually designated as unjust enrichnent). Mbgavero,
790 A . 2d at 52-53. One of the primary differences between the two
claims is the proper neasure of damages. Unj ust enrichnment is
nmeasured by the gain bestowed on the defendant, while quantum
nmeruit i s measured by the reasonabl e val ue of the work performed by
the plaintiff. 1d. Although Sanders’ conplaint and papers refer
to both quantumneruit and unjust enrichment, the case was tried to
the jury and argued to this court as a quantumneruit claim so we
decline to consider any potential unjust enrichnment claimfor fees
in the Anbrose case.
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Viewed in the light nost favorable to Sanders, the evidence
showed that Sanders’ “tine, energy and effort” constituted
approximately fifty percent of the total |egal services perforned
by all the attorneys on behalf of the Anbroses. Based on this
evi dence, the jury could reasonably find that Sanders was entitled
to at |east $500,000 of the nore than $1 million awarded for
attorneys fees in the Anbrose case. Thus, we conclude that there
is sufficient evidence from which a jury could find that the
reasonabl e val ue of the services rendered by Sanders, conpared with
the work perfornmed by the other |awers, was at |east $300, 000.*
Accordingly, we reverse the district court’s grant of judgnent as

a matter of law in favor of OGM

V.
We next review the district court’s grant of sunmmary judgnent
in favor of OGMon Sanders’ cl ai ns of breach of contract and quantum

meruit and unjust enrichnment as to the Geer and Hol t qui st cases.

“The jury was not required to articulate how it reached its
award. It is sufficient for our review that the jury could have
awar ded an even greater anount.
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A

Al t hough OGM denies that it ever contracted to pay any fees to
Sanders in the Greer and Hol t qui st cases, ®° t he evi dence, when vi ewed
inthe light nost favorabl e to Sanders, shows that OGMagreed to pay
Sanders a one-third fee and to allow himto performlegal work in
bot h cases. Assumi ng for purposes of summary judgnent that the
contract existed, OGMraised MLRPC 1.5(e) as a defense, asserting,
in effect, that it would be inequitable for its alleged agreenent
with Sanders to be enforced. The district court granted summary
j udgnment by determining, as a matter of |aw, that the agreenent nmade
by OGM and Sanders was a “clear and flagrant” violation of MRPC
1.5(e), and that “non-enforcenent of these invalid agreenents would
not lead to a ‘“manifestly unjust or unfair’ result.”

MLRPC 1.5(e) governs fee-sharing agreenents. It states:

e) Adivision of fee between |awers who are not in the
same firmnmy be made only if:

(1) the division is in proportion to the services
perforned by each |awer or, by witten agreenent with
the client, each | awyer assumes joint responsibility for
the representation

(2) the client is advised of and does not object to
the participation of all the |awers invol ved; and

(3) the total fee is reasonable.

*On remand, OGM will be allowed to pursue this defense. |If
the factfinder determ nes that the parties never agreed to share
fees in the Geer and Anbrose cases, then the issues regarding
conpliance with MLRPC 1.5(e) will becone noot.
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Under Maryland | aw, the M.RPC “constitutes an expression of public

policy having the force of law.” Post v. Bregman, 707 A 2d 806, 816

(wd. 1998). MLRPC 1.5(e) “is not Ilimted to disciplinary
proceedi ngs. It may extend to holding fee-sharing agreenents in
clear and flagrant violation of Rule 1.5(e) unenforceable.” 1d. at

818. Awviolation of MLRPC 1.5(e) is not, however, a per se defense
to the enforceability of a fee-sharing agreenent. |d. at 819. A
court may not invalidate a fee-sharing agreenent nerely because the
agreenent fails to conply with all the requirenents of MLRPC 1. 5(e);
instead “[p]arties have the right to make their contracts in what
formthey please, provided they consist with the |law of the |and;
and it is the duty of the courts so to construe them if possible,
as to maintain themin their integrity and entirety.” 1d. (quoting

Webster v. People’'s Loan, Sav. & Deposit Bank, 152 A 815, 817 (M.

1931)). Thus, instead of a per se defense, Rule 1.5(e) is “in the
nature of an equitable defense, and principles of equity ought to

be applied.” Post v. Bregnman, 707 A 2d at 819. A court nust not

declare invalid a fee-sharing agreenent for violations “that are
nerely technical, incidental, or insubstantial or when it would be
mani festly unfair and inequitable not to enforce the agreenent.”
Id. Wen a party raises this defense, the court nust review the
totality of the circunstances to determ ne whether (1) M.RPC 1. 5(e)

has actually been violated and, if so, (2) whether seven specified
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factors mlitate in favor of declaring the agreenent unenforceabl e.
1d.

Based on this test, we nust first deci de whether the parties’
fee-sharing agreenent violates MLRPC 1.5(e). Under MRPC 1.5(e),
an oral fee-sharing agreenent is valid only if: (1) the division of
| abor is in proportion to the services perforned by each | awer;
(2) the client is advised of and does not object to the
participation of the | awyers who have agreed to share fees; and (3)
the total anount of attorneys fees is reasonable. The third factor
Is not at issue, because the parties agree that the total attorneys
fees in the G eer and Hol tqui st cases are reasonabl e.

As for the first factor, whether the division of labor is
proportionate with the services perfornmed by each | awer, Sanders
contends that OGM deprived hi mof the opportunity to participate in
t he cases when it di savowed t he fee-sharing agreenent and prohi bited
hi m from working on the Greer and Hol tqui st cases.® The argunent
necessarily follows that OGM as the breaching party, cannot assert
Sanders’ failure to perform approximtely one-third of the |ega

work on those two cases. W agree.

6Sanders al so argues that he indirectly worked on the G eer
and Hol tquist cases while he was working on the Anbrose case
because all three cases were simlar. Even if we agreed that
Sanders worked on the Geer and Holtquist cases, there is no
evidence in the record showing that his participation was
proportionate with the agreed one-third fee.
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Because Sanders recommended Mueller to the Geers and the
Hol t qui sts, OGM agreed to share one-third of its fees with Sanders
and al so agreed that Sanders would be allowed to work on the two
cases. Because OGMthereafter repudi ated the agreenent, depriving
Sanders of the opportunity to performany work on the two cases, OGM
is estopped from asserting that Sanders failed to perform his

required proportionate share of the work to satisfy MLRPC 1.5(e)(1).

See Parker v. Colunbia Bank, 604 A 2d 521, 531 (Ml. C. Spec. App.
1992) (Motz, J.) (stating that Maryland | aw “prohi bits one party to
a contract from acting in such a manner as to prevent the other
party from performng his obligations under the contract.”); see

al so Edell & Assocs., 264 F.3d at 444.

The second factor is whether the client was advi sed of and did
not object to the participation of Sanders as a |l awer in the case.
In his deposition, Sanders testified that he told M. Geer that he
was working on his case. Sanders also testified that he believed
he “nust have di scussed” the fact of his participation in the case
with M. Holtquist. From this evidence, a reasonable jury could
find that Sanders infornmed the two clients that he woul d be wor ki ng
on their cases. Also, there is no evidence in the record that
either the G eers or Holtquists objected to Sanders’ participation.

Thus, when viewed in the light nost favorable to Sanders, a
reasonable jury could find that the fee-sharing agreenent entered

into by OGM and Sanders did not violate either of the two factors
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I n di spute. The evidence shows that a fee-sharing agreenent existed
and t hat OGM s breach of that agreenent kept Sanders fromperform ng
a proportionate share of the work to justify the one-third fee, so
that OGM is estopped from asserting otherwi se. The evidence al so
shows that the Geers and Holtquists were informed of Sanders’
participation, and there is no evidence that they objected. Because
a reasonable jury could find that MLRPC 1. 5(e) was not viol ated, the
district court’s grant of summary judgnment in favor of OGM on
Sanders’ breach of contract claimnust be reversed.

Even if we were to find that the fee-sharing agreenent viol at ed
MLRPC 1. 5(e), we woul d nonet hel ess reverse sumary j udgnent because
there is evidence, when viewed in the light nost favorable to
Sanders, that would nmake several, if not all, of the enunerated
factors of the equitable defense mlitate in favor of enforcing the

fee-sharing agreement.” See In re Apex Express Corp. v. The Wse

Co., 190 F.3d 624, 636 (4th Cr. 1999)(reversing sumary judgnent
because genuine issues of material fact existed relating to
equi tabl e defenses). Once a court determ nes that the fee-sharing
agreenent violates MLRPC 1.5(e), it nust al so consi der the foll ow ng
seven factors to deci de, based on equitabl e principles, whether the

agreenent shoul d not be enforced:

'Sanders al so argues that the district court inproperly placed
on himthe burden of proof as to the equitable defense raised by
oG W leave this issue to the district court to decide in the
first instance on renand.
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(1) the nature of the alleged violation, (2) how the
vi ol ati on cane about, (3) the extent to which the parties
acted in good faith, (4) whether the |awer raising the
defense is at |least equally culpable as the [|awer
agai nst whom the defense is raised and whether the
defense is being raised sinply to escape an otherw se
valid contractual obligation, (5) whether the violation
has sone particul ar public inportance, such that thereis
a public interest in not enforcing the agreenent, (6)
whether the client, in particular, would be harnmed by
enforcing the agreenent, and, in that regard, if the
agreenent is found to be so violative of the Rule as to
be unenforceabl e, whether all or any part of the disputed
anount should be returned to the client on the ground
that, to that extent, the fee is unreasonable, and (7)
any ot her rel evant considerations.

Post v. Bregman, 707 A 2d at 819. There is evidence, for exanple,

that would firmy establish the fourth factor -- perhaps the nost
i nportant of the seven factors -- in favor of Sanders. The fourth
factor requires the court to consider “whether the |awer raising
the defense is a | east equally cul pable [for the violation] as the
| awyer agai nst whom the defense is raised and whether the defense
is being raised sinply to escape an otherwi se valid contractua

obligation.” 1d. Sanders has produced evidence that OGM was at
| east as cul pable, if not nore so, for the alleged violations of
MLRPC 1.5(e). As for failing to informthe Geers and Hol tquists
of Sanders’ participation, OGM had the sanme opportunity, if not
nore, to informthem but declined to do so. OGM was | ead counsel

on the cases and had nuch nore contact with the clients. OGM had
a witten contract wth the Geers and the Holtquists, which
specifically allowed OGMto hire counsel to assist on the case. A

reasonabl e factfi nder could deem OGM nore cul pabl e than Sanders for
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failingtoinformthe clients about Sanders’ proposed participation.
As for the other alleged violation, the | ack of proportionate work,
Sanders produced evi dence that he was ready and eager to work on the
cases but OGM prohibited him from participating after the fee
di spute in Anbrose arose. Al so, Sanders’ evi dence suggests that the
mai n reason that OGMis now raising the equitable defense of MLRPC
1.5(e) isto keep it fromhaving to pay Sanders the fees it prom sed
to pay himin the Greer and Hol t qui st cases. Because genui ne i ssues
of material fact exist as to whether the seven factors mlitate in
favor of declaring the fee-sharing agreenent unenforceable, the
district court’s grant of summary judgnent nust be reversed. See

Edel | & Assocs., 264 F.3d at 442-43 (“OF course, the nature of [the]

ethical considerations would require a jury to resolve factua
I ssues raised by those considerations before actually considering

the nerits of the defense” of MLRPC 1.5(e)).

B.

Last, we affirmthe district court’s grant of summary judgnment
on Sanders’ quantumneruit and unjust enrichnent clainms in the Geer
and Hol tqui st cases. Sanders has failed to produce any evidence
that he worked directly on the G eer and Hol t qui st cases. Moreover,
al t hough Sanders argues in a conclusory fashion that his work on t he
Anbr ose case woul d have benefitted the prosecution of the G eer and

Hol t qui st cases, he has fail ed to produce any concrete evidence t hat
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his work on the Anbrose case woul d have had any direct rel evance to

the specific issues and clains in the Geer and Hol t qui st cases.

V.

For the foregoing reasons, we reverse the district court’s
grant of judgnent as a nmatter of law in the Anbrose case and its
grant of summary judgnent on the breach of contract clains in the
Greer and Holtquist cases. W affirmthe district court’s grant of
summary judgnent in favor of OGM on Sanders’ quantum neruit and

unjust enrichment clains in the Geer and Hol tqui st cases.

REVERSED | N PART, AFFI RVED | N PART, AND REMANDED
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